ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
It is first proposed that a major psychological problem in (Descartes, 2007) , people still struggle with this in all that they do.
Articles and papers report research that holds to the strictest standards. News analysts and pundits share perspectives on the day's events and world trends.
Politicians determine world order and religious leaders influence the hearts and minds of millions. After centuries, if not millennia, of learning and the development of knowledge and exploration of the human condition, today's world of war, hunger, racial conflict, economic failures and more, might suggest a less than acceptable score. A performance report on the yield of those decisions made by man daily, hourly and even minuteby-minute might suggest to all but the naive that something is wrong because the world is what we make it.
Our society is a product of our decisions -our thinking. The focus of this paper is on thinking, knowing and believing. 
Epistemology
Knowing and what that actually means has been the focus of many philosophical endeavors even back to the establishment of the Philosopher King in Plato's Republic (Grube & Reeve, 1992) as the one most empowered to discover and realize truth. The logic of sound thinking, what to think and why to think it, has been a fundamental theme in all Socratic dialogues of Plato. For Socrates, the application of logic was a sufficient process to discover truth through deductive reasoning.
Descartes (published around 1641) later suggested that, since one might be infinitely deceived by an all-powerful evil demon, one must start with the most simplistic and one-dimensional premise (paraphrasing): I think, therefore I am (Lafleur, 1977) . From that he proceeded to examine what might be rationally thought. Contrasting with this notion, Hilary Putnam viewed concepts and notions has having had a tangible and real world cause or impetus. Indeed, for Putnam, real world experience was the key to perception and the development of knowledge -that one cannot view the world from outside oneself (Harman, 1982) . This issue of experience and the importance of perception and awareness and the process this implies (as compared to some sort of metaphysical or divine enlightenment) is critical in considering the development of knowledge.
In an early account of Western traditions of epistemology, Cooper (1967) Scopes trial (Linder, 2011 ) to today's social planners (Terrell, 2011) , the notion of intelligent design and other versions of creationism to be taught in the science classroom have been advocated by many. This paper will not reopen nor close that controversy which is outside the scope of this psychological discourse. But, in regards to the thinking involved, it seems that a key point is often missed.
Intelligent Design is omitted from the science classroom not because it isn't a theory nor because it is a theory that threatens or conflicts or is politically incorrect or any other such prohibition. The debate over whether is or is not a theory is a fruitless exercise in semantics. But, the "theory" is an idea that simply cannot be studied or considered on a scientific basis. It can't be tested. There may be many notions about the origin of the universe or the development of mankind that have no basis in science.
There are no means at our disposal to test in any scientific manner the elements on which the theory of Intelligent Design is based. It is, by its very nature, a function of faith: believing without proof, scientific or otherwise.
Physics suggests various theories of planetary evolution.
Biology suggests various theories of biological evolution.
The key epistemological point that is typically omitted from the debate is that our inability to test certain theories we might be or how sound it seems in principle, without a highly ethical, controlled, scientific process we will surely launch our flying public over the cliff and into the abyss of ignorance. While others are invited to debate the point, the fact that man's current level of knowledge has gaps or can't fully account for all aspects and details of existence is no reason to fill those gaps with notions and theories, Thousands of claims offered at levels 2 and 3 cannot raise to Probability (level 4) which is not and cannot be achieved through a mere preponderance or accumulation of possibilities. Reason must apply. There must be a cause or a reason on which probability is logically based.
Probability must be based on a cause. A condition or status creates likelihood. Probability is an important elevation in thinking and requires careful consideration of the justification. Likewise, mere probability at such a low level may be completely impractical and unreliable and summative conclusions should be avoided accordingly.
Probable -for practical purposes (again a standard applied: maybe 70% likelihood?)
Maybe Mom is at the store. She said she was going there and one is considering whether to take some action… One might choose to meet her based on the probability that she is there as planned. Data is missing but it is the latest information available. It is also critical to note that there is no conflicting probability: no reason at all to think it would probably be false -that she would not be there.
The application of some standard here is important and necessary. Whether it should be a 70% likelihood may either be too difficult to precisely determine or may fluctuate for practical purposes… such as 65% or maybe 80%. But, the point is valid and important.
Quantifying likelihood in this fashion seems contrived and perhaps it is. But, it illustrates the importance of a standard for moving from a level 4 to a level 5. It shows the attributes that must apply: there must be a reason to accept something as probable; and, there can be no conflicting reason -a reason not to accept, etc.
Probable -even given all known facts (standard might require considerable research. Maybe 90% likelihood?)
The point here is reliability. This might be very practical for everyday action so long as consequences for any errors are acceptable (low risk) and one recognizes this operational range is not any sort of real "truth."
This might require a history of consistent reliability. If one holds the pencil in the air and then releases it, it then falls to the floor. If I repeat this process I continue to find that the pencil always falls to the floor. This is reliability. Of course, how it falls might vary and thus, a particular characteristic of the phenomenon might not be a level 6 probability (lacking reliability and consistency). This example of probability (level 6, 90%) might illustrate how a great deal of our knowledge of the physical world exists and has been developed. The scientific method rarely develops a real proof or discovers a truth and instead provides an operational reliability. One might consider gravity, for example, as an unproven case where we simply have yet to discover the one case that would challenge our views. Still, our many trials throughout human history have provided at least an operational likelihood of reliability that failing to watch our step will send us to an unfortunate impact with the ground.
Believed -requires both empirical evidence gathered through extensive, unbiased research and the application of logic and reason through the scientific method (efforts to disprove and explain phenomena alternatively). Also: no other explanation is even considered possible. This presumes a standard of maybe 99% likely or higher.
It cannot be said to be 100% because people are flawed beings. Indeed, how often have some searched for lost car keys only to find them in a location previously deemed impossible. Such a strict standard might be proper and appropriate in our thinking simply because there is no reason to believe, no reason to elevate any of the [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] situations to this level without meeting such a standard.
That is, one can easily maintain that something is possible or even probable without necessarily believing it to be reality. A statement of belief is a committed declaration of reality as well as a declaration that others ought to are obligated to accept it as such.
Because of this latter component, a high responsibility accompanies such a claim. When one declares, "I believe the earth to be round," one is also saying that everyone should believe it to be so as well. One is necessarily saying that anyone who believes in the contrary is mistaken and in error and somehow out of touch with reality. It is not permitted -it is not appropriateit is a violation of this taxonomy -to use this phraseology ("I believe") to refer to conditions that only meet one of the 1-6 levels above. That is, such language must be reserved only to the standards of this level 7 and not treated casually.
Known -must meet both the standard of believing and include a considerably more direct personal empirical experience with the phenomena. This requires a 100% level of likelihood.
This standard might be described thus: if something "known" turns out to be false then one's entire view of reality is placed in question. One can know something to be true to the extent that, if it is proved false, then one might be insane and incapable or perceiving reality at all.
The Descartes (2007) declaration "I think, therefore, I am" was intended as exactly that. It is a declaration that one can know something in the sense that, if it were to be proved untrue, then one has no ability to perceive reality and a kind of insanity rules. Again, just as in level 7 above, a statement that something is known, is also a statement that others are obligated to accept it as well. It is not a statement of mere opinion or a subjective impression. It is a statement about the nature of reality and the universe such that anyone thinking to the contrary is necessarily mistaken and in error. 
Conclusion & Suggested Research
This taxonomy has considerable implications for both This taxonomy can help one to distinguish the various stages on that path.
